This study employed a constitutive (CCO) communication approach to advance the dynamic concept of communication maturity for the purpose of theorizing, analyzing, and developing communication value on an organizational level. A literature review resulted in six theoretical areas related to communication maturity: understanding, function, organization, prerequisites, competence and practices including assessments of communication. These were analyzed in a qualitative comparative case study including 85 key stakeholders from eleven organizations. Findings illustrated the relevance of the theoretical areas to stakeholders' perceptions of their respective organizations' communication maturity. A first version of a Communication Maturity Index including four levels of maturity; immature, emerging, established, and mature is proposed. Based on the qualitative analysis, organizations' communication maturity levels varied from emerging to mature. Findings of this study are limited to participating organizations and interviewed stakeholders. The CMI can be further developed in quantitative studies to investigate the constitutive role of communication in organizations and to be used in practice to develop higher levels of communication maturity.
controlled handling of communication (Christensen & Cornelissen, 2011) ; b) encompass the facilitation and support of employee communications (Heide & Simonsson, 2011) ; and c) establishing a meta-competence in communication in organizations by coaching and advising effective communication that create social and economic value (Gregory & Halff, 2017) .
According to Cooren et al. (2011) CCO theory can contribute to a better understanding of the role of communication to organizations and provide a platform for organizational analyses. We believe that by grounding our study in this perspective, CCO theory can also enrich research in communication that seeks to demonstrate the value of communication to organizations.
Indexing communication maturity of organizations
By employing a CCO perspective, we depart from the view that communication is residing in communication departments and managed by communication professionals. Rather, communication is enacted and co-created by all organizational members, although some have more power than others in realizing their aims and goals. Thus, in order to move forward from the theoretical assumptions and create a way to theorize, analyze and develop communication value, we introduce the theoretical concept of communication maturity. Maturity signifies "a very advanced or developed form or state" (Cambridge Dictionary), and to mature means "to become fully developed, to progress" (Merriam-Webster Dictionary) . Accordingly, we define communication maturity as the development level of organizational leaders', communication professionals' and members' perceptions and practices of communication in organizations.
The use of indexes to measure maturity levels is common within a range of different areas, such as quality management (Kwak & Ibbs, 2000) , information technology (Succar, 2009 ) and sustainability (Baumgartner & Ebner, 2010) . Maturity models are used as an evaluative and comparative basis for improvement, and to derive an informed approach for increasing the capability of a specific area within an organization (De Bruin, Freeze, Kaulkarni, & Rosemann, 2005) .
The use of indexes or quantitative scales to measure and evaluate communication is not a novel phenomenon. For example, Bruning and Ledingham (1999) developed and tested a scale to measure organization-public relationships. Another example of a farreaching attempt to measure the value of communication to organizations is Huang's (2012) model that includes measures of media publicity, organization-public relationship (OPR), organizational reputation, cost reduction, and revenue generation. This argument is in line with the tradition of auditing communication within organizations since the 1970s (Hargie & Tourish, 2009 ). Ruck and Welch (2012) claim that organizations need to evaluate and improve communication and that assessment instruments enable organizations to monitor communication effectiveness and that assessment instruments need to reflect advances in practice.
This study aims to extend this line of research by providing a roadmap towards a communication maturity index for organizations that contribute to theorizing, analyses and development of communication value. By focusing on the perceptions of a selection of key stakeholders of communication in eleven organizations, the study will investigate theoretical areas and maturity levels relevant for developing a communication maturity index (CMI).
Research questions
RQ1: What theoretical areas or concepts are relevant to analyzing and evaluating organizational communication maturity? RQ2: How do key stakeholders perceive the value of communication in their organizations? RQ 3: What levels of communication maturity are exposed through key stakeholders' perceptions?
Methodology: First phases of index developmentscope, design, populate and test
The development of the communication maturity index largely followed the stages proposed by De Bruin et al. (2005) for developing maturity models in different domains: scope, design, populate, test, deploy and maintain. First, the scope of the model was established through literature reviews of possible theoretical areas to include, as well as dialogue with stakeholders from the industry. These activities confirmed that there is a need for a CMI that serves the purposes of theoretically analyzing and practically assisting organizations in assessing and improving the value attributed to communication in organizations. Second, a design was suggested and "named by short labels intended to give a clear indication of the intent of the stage" (De Bruin et al., 2005, p. 5) . Following this model of developing a maturity index, four levels of communication maturity were proposed to capture a dynamic process: immature, emerging, established, and mature. Third, the CMI was populated, i.e. the theoretical areas were elaborated to establish what to include in the maturity assessment. Fourth, the CMI was further explored and tested by a qualitative comparative case study in eleven organizations for relevance and the results were discussed in a workshop where the researchers and representatives from participating organizations discussed the scope, labels, maturity levels, and the practical application of the CMI. communication and to identify and validate theoretical areas or concepts as well as maturity levels relevant to include in a communication maturity index. A comparative case study, or multi-site study, collects and analyzes data from several cases (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015) . This type of method entails analysis that examines themes across cases to identify common and different themes for all cases (Creswell & Poth, 2017) .
For this study, we selected organizations with a large variation in size and type (see Appendix 2). The sample of organizations consisted of organizations of different sizes (from approximately 100 employees up to 100 000 employees) and sectors (government organizations, business organizations, municipality and county organizations, and higher education). Organizations in the sample operate locally, regionally, nationally, and internationally.
Data: documents and interviews
The data consisted of collected documents related to communication, such as the mission statement for the communication department. All participating organizations provided their annual report and communication policy. They also provided written answers to background questions, such as the number of employed communications practitioners (and their gender), how much formal education they have in communication, what is the budget for communications, if the communication executive is part of the senior management team of the organization or not, and how the communication department is organized.
In each organization, we interviewed the communication executive (or equivalent person responsible for communication), the CEO or director-general (or equivalent) and four to five key stakeholders on different levels in the organizations, for example HRdirector, administrators, product specialists, managers, mainly from core operations. The interviews were conducted by telephone and were recorded and transcribed. All respondents were asked the same questions in order to assess differences and similarities in how communication practitioners, managing directors, and key stakeholders, understand the value of communication. A total of 85 interviews were conducted. The interview questions were structured around the six theoretical areas identified by the literature review for the communication maturity index, but also included open questions, such as "When is communication most important to your organization?" (see Appendix 1). The respondents were given the questions beforehand. The interviews took approximately 30 min.
Data analysis
The data was analyzed in four steps. In the first step of the analysis, data from each organization (documents, interview transcripts and recordings) was analyzed. These first readings of the material resulted in summaries of the characteristics of each organization as well as a first analysis of each organization in relation to the different theoretical areas. We did not find any new areas emerging from the data at this point. In the second step, we compared the analyses from the different organizations in order to find commonalities and differences across cases. In the third step, we undertook a closer reading of the material from each organization to analyze the consistency of all six theoretical areas across all organizations and integrated the six theoretical dimensions into the communication maturity index. Fourth, we characterized each organization's maturity level in all six dimensions of the index. This part of the process was first conducted individually by the researchers in the project, and then all the characteristics of organizations, summaries, consistency of theoretical areas, and assessments of maturity levels were analyzed in the same way by another researcher, in order to check the consistency of interpretations of the qualitative material. There were a few maturity level assessments that differed among researchers, and they were discussed by all researchers to find common ground for the assessments. Finally, findings were summarized and each of the eleven organizations got a report on their communication maturity in the six areas of the CMI with summaries of the assessments illustrated with quotes from the interviews.
Following the reporting of the data analysis, we conducted an interactive workshop with participating organizations for the purpose of discussing, validating, and adjusting the index. Representatives from all eleven organizations met to discuss the results and the validity of the six theoretical dimensions and the four maturity levels. This workshop advanced the CMI on several points. Most importantly, one dimension, "communication resources" was expanded to include a broader scope, since it was perceived to be a much wider dimension and should contain more attributes. Therefore, it was altered to "communication prerequisites," incorporating attributes such as time spent on communication for the employees, number of employees per manager, and the communication climate. Additionally, wordings were altered and the maturity levels were adjusted. The result of the workshop was the condensation of the six dimensions of the CMI.
Findings: six theoretical areas relevant to communication maturity
In the following section of the article, we present the six theoretical areas derived from the literature search (see Appendix 1) together with the empirical results from the interviews and document analysis. In each section, we integrate the findings from the analysis of the eleven organizations.
Communication understanding
Communication has been conceptualized as constitutive for organizing (Putnam & Nicotera, 2009) , as a prerequisite for organizational success (Ruck & Welch, 2012) , and as a strategic tool for executives to lead their organizations (Goodman, 1998) . According to the constitutive perspective, the mind-set of communication shapes organizational decision making on projects and resources, as well as influences the way organizations manage information (Christensen & Cornelissen, 2011) .
Most empirical studies, however, do not focus on executives' and leaders' understanding and perceptions of communication, but C. Johansson, et al. Public Relations Review 45 (2019) 
rather on communication executives' and communication practitioners' perceptions of their role and function in organizations (Bowen, 2009; Dolphin & Fan, 2000; Johansson & Ottestig, 2011) . In the past, communication practitioners defined their influence in organizations in terms of shaping strategic decisions, having access to the senior management team, and being heard (Reber & Berger, 2006) . They perceived they were most influential in crisis situations and when preparing communication messages or plans. When they felt they were perceived as "technicians" and when in interactions with senior executives, they reported being least influential.
Only recently have researchers begun to underscore the importance of how leaders perceive the value of communication to the organization and argue that leaders' understanding of communication is of critical importance for how it is practiced in organizations. Brønn analyzed leaders' perceptions of the importance and contribution of communication to organizational success and the abilities of communication executives to contribute to strategic decision making (Brønn, 2014) . Zerfass, Schwalbach, Bentele, and Sherzada (2014) compared German top executives' and communication practitioners' opinions on the most important objectives of corporate communication. They found that perspectives diverge, although both groups support a model that describes communication practitioners as a facilitator between an organization and its publics. Another study investigated CEOs' and executive board members' perceptions and expectations concerning the contribution of communication performance to organizational success, the communicative role of top executives, and the objectives and values of corporate communications (Zerfass & Sherzada, 2015) . Findings illustrated that two-thirds of the top executives reported a high contribution of professional corporate communications to corporate success and predicted a rising relevance within the next three years. Findings also showed that CEOs and board members valued more highly the contribution of personal communication to corporate success performed by top executives than they valued the contribution of professional communication by specialized departments or agencies. The majority of top executives supported a traditional understanding of communication as transmission of information from a sender to a receiver, and researchers noted this as being consistent with their educational background in business administration and the predominant conceptualization of communication in this discipline (Zerfass & Sherzada, 2015) .
Rarely are organizational members or lower level leaders and managers asked about the importance and value of communication. Welch (2012) investigated employees' views of and preferences for mediated internal communication, defining internal communication as "communication between strategic managers and internal stakeholders designed to promote commitment and a sense of belonging to the organization, to develop awareness of its changing environment, and understanding of its evolving aims" (p. 247).
The constitutive perspective of communication is advocated by Gregory and Halff (2017) , who highlight that all members enact communication, and should be equipped, trained and encouraged to participate in conversations contributing to value creation.
Stakeholders' communication understanding
Based on the literature above, we analyzed key stakeholders' communication understanding. Principally, respondents perceived communication as highly important and vital for the organization, although representatives of the different respondent groups (CEOs or managing directors, communication executives and key stakeholders at different organizational levels) expressed the value of communication quite differently and from their own perspectives. For example, directors and managers of high level in the organization expressed their understanding of the value of communication as a strategic management function:
Communication function
The label of "communication function" signifies both ways in which organizations work with communication across for example sectors and cultural contexts, which is affected by for example organizational size, organizational members attitudes and backgrounds, and how the mission of communication departments and communication professionals' ways of working with communication are described. Research illustrates that the role of communication executives and practitioners varies between organizations and could also be subjected to change within an organization (Grandien & Johansson, 2016; Johansson & Ottestig, 2011) .
A CCO-perspective on communication would entail the idea that the social reality of an organization is achieved through interaction and conversations between people (Van Ruler, 2018). In line with this perspective communication professionals would enact a facilitating role (Gregory & Halff, 2017) . This is more of a bottom-up perspective, in which all members contribute to the organizing when participating in communication processes. In contrast, strategic communication is defined as the purposeful use of communication by an organization to fulfill its mission (Hallahan, Holtzhausen, van Ruler, Verčič, & Sriramesh, 2007) . Communication has long been noted as a strategic management function, contributing to organizational excellence (Grunig, 1992) . The theoretical framework of institutionalization has been employed in a number of studies to describe the integration of the communication function in organizations as a renowned practice at the heart of organizational operation (Tench, Verhoeven, & Zerfass, 2009) . Empirical findings show that European communication practitioners are strategically oriented in the sense that they use strategies and plans and evaluation and controlling tools in their organizations (Verhoeven, Zerfass, & Tench, 2011) . The development of strategically oriented communication in organizations is, however, also locally adapted and translated to and preconditioned by the context of individual organizations (Grandien, 2016) even if there can be similarities between, for example, organizational sectors when it comes to how organizations work with communication.
Stakeholders' perceptions of communication function
The analyses of the cases showed that it is often unclear what communication activities the operations are expected to be responsible for and need to conduct themselves, and what activities the communication professionals or communications department is responsible for:
I do not know how many communication practitioners there are. I know who is their manager, but I do not know what areas of responsibility and … I do not really know what they do, if I may say so (Key stakeholder, organization B) Moreover, key stakeholders were asking for more operational support than they received, and this applied to all types of organizations.
Findings also illustrated that the communication departments and communication practitioners had very different missions in the eleven participating organizations: from a mere marketing function in some organizations, to solely an internal function in other organizations, to a "full service" function in a few organizations.
In addition, the missions of the communication departments were perceived by stakeholders as rather unclear, and stakeholders demonstrated different perceptions of these missions. There was also a difference in how upper-level management and representatives of different parts of the operations perceived the communication departments' mission.
In two organizations, communication professionals worked with leadership communication training, thus enacting a facilitating function more in line with the CCO perspective.
Stakeholders' perceptions of communication organization
The communication organization reflected stakeholders' perceptions of the role and function of communication in the eleven organizations. The most common way of organizing the communication department was to have a centralized communication department and to have a communication executive in the top management team. Some of the studied organizations have both central and local organizations of communication in combination, which was seen to favor the facilitating role of communication professionals.
Findings show that stakeholders of organizational units that had physical proximity to the communication practitioners were more satisfied with the communication department compared to stakeholders with communication practitioners located far away. Also, those who did not regularly work with or did not have access to a communications practitioner were less satisfied than those who did:
She [the communication practitioner] gets caught up in tactical issues and perhaps not so much strategic issues that you could hope for, but she has not been here for so long, so that might be an explanation (Communication executive, organization A)
This business organization was one of the smallest in the sample, and had only one communication practitioner employed. Another finding is that in organizations or parts of organizations where communication practitioners were part of the management team, key stakeholders from the operations perceived that the communication practitioners had a better understanding of the goals and challenges and operations of the organizations, compared to organizations where communication practitioners were not part of the management team:
I think we have great communication specialists, I would say /…/ the people in our communication team, they are part of what we call cross-functional operational teams. So, basically, they are part of the operational meetings that we have. (Key stakeholder, organization K)
This quote illustrates that communication professionals organized close to the operations can work more seamlessly with critical issues for the operations.
Communication prerequisites
Communication prerequisites are resources, in e.g. terms of budgets, staff, but also situational conditions in different organizations. 1 Research about how communication creates value for organizations generally focuses on the role of the communication department and not typically on the organizational prerequisites for communication such as, for example, if co-workers have time set aside for communication, if their communicative responsibilities are understood, or if managers are communicative leaders (Johansson, Miller, & Hamrin, 2014) . However, research has established the benefits of good internal communication, such as job satisfaction, greater productivity, less absenteeism, reduced costs, improved quality of goods and services, and increased levels of innovation (Desmidt & George, 2016; Hargie & Tourish, 2009 ).
Concerning monetary resources, there is relatively little research on the finances and staffing of communication departments in organizations. The excellence study (Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002) put forward that money is not a sufficient condition for excellence in public relations because the value communication adds to the organization also depends on other things, such as, for example, what the budget is spent on, and which people work with communication. The link between downsizing communication departments and decreased value is also questioned since communicative responsibilities are consequently distributed to other organizational functions or departments such as human relations or public affairs. The excellence study, however, also discusses how time and budget often limit communicators to evaluating the effects of communication programs (Dozier, Grunig, & Grunig, 2013) .
Stakeholders' perceptions of communication prerequisites
Results showed stakeholders perceived that there are not enough resources and time for communication, although some stakeholders considered it possible to streamline more of the communications resources. Priorities are necessary in most organizations, according to the interviewees. Findings illustrated that when awareness of the value of communication is increased in the organization, the expectations and needs also increase; as a result, communication departments and practitioners feel more pressure and experience more difficulties in fulfilling the needs of the organization due to lack of resources.
As the quote below illustrates, resources are related to organization:
it became too centralized during some years here, but /…/ we have a good way of working with the network [of communication practitioners], we call it a glocal approach, where we have some global and some local, or a little global and much local [communication practitioners] I would argue, so it is always an interplay, naturally they must appeal to local people and work with the local communication but [communication] is guided by our global strategic ways of working, so it is a mix, this glocal approach (Communications executive, 1 We first termed this theoretical area "communication resources," as the perceptions of communication value can also be reflected in the budgets and staff assigned to communication in an organization. When these findings were discussed in the workshop with representatives from participating organizations, this area was redefined as "communication prerequisites." Participants stressed that in addition to budgets and number of people working in communications, this area should also include prerequisites for communication for managers and employees, such as time devoted to communication activities, time devoted to meetings, and the opportunity to read news and information on the intranet, etc.
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It turned out to be difficult for respondents within the key stakeholder group to answer questions about resources for communication; they felt they didn't have knowledge about budgets for communication or what resources their communication department had. They also felt it was hard to assess how reasonable the resources were. This is interesting as it shows that the communication budgets and departments are unknown in the organization, despite the high value that stakeholders attached to communication in the organizations.
Communication executives' in some organizations reported they could adjust the budget according to need, and support the internal resources with external communication resources:
We do not have a problem to argue that we need economic resources to implement important changes in the organization (Communication executive, organization E) 2011; Omilion-Hodges & Baker, 2017). Connecting communication to organizational performance requires methodological and practical knowledge on evaluation and scientific methods (Zerfass, Verčič, & Volk, 2017) . In the research literature, such assessment methods are well developed (Hargie & Tourish, 2009; Zwijze-Koning & de Jong, 2007 Zwijze-Koning, De Jong, & Van Vuuren, 2015) , and in a number of research fields, studies illustrate the relationship between communication and organizational outcomes.
Research illustrates that effective internal communication is a prerequisite for employee engagement and organizational success (Ruck & Welch, 2012) and that organizations need to evaluate and improve internal communication to improve relationships between senior managers and employees (Welch, 2012) . However, communication audits in organizations often focus on measuring satisfaction with the communication process and are management-centric rather than employee-centric (Ruck & Welch, 2012) . According to Welch (2013) , little scholarly attention has been paid to internal communication education, which results in a vacuum in guidance on the knowledge required for effective internal communication practice.
Research on communicative leadership connects communication between leaders and co-workers to a number of organizational outcomes such as employee engagement and organizational performance (Johansson et al., 2014) , co-worker health and healthy organizations (Bäckström, 2009; Bäckström, Ingelsson, & Johansson, 2016) , and employee empowerment and voice (Johansson, 2015) . Leaders' communication is also of critical importance to strategy implementation (Katsuhiko, 2017) .
Researchers studying communication during organizational change perceive communication as a tool for change, as a process in which change occurs, and as social transformation (Barrett, 2002; Johansson & Heide, 2008) . The social transformation perspective is similar to the constitutive approach to communication. Leaders' and co-workers' communication constitutes change in complex ways as their talk contribute to changing the organization (Sheep, Fairhurst, & Khazanchi, 2017) . Communication is important to organizational survival during processes of reductions in workforce, which may negatively influence continuing employees (Johnson, Bernhagen, Miller, & Allen, 1996) .
Crisis communication research demonstrates the important role of communication to organizational resilience, the ability to recover after crises (Chewning, Lai, & Doerfel, 2013) ; however, the way practitioners view crises and adapt tactics and techniques needs continuous development to keep in line with technological developments and changing conditions in society (Marra, 1998) . Using the CCO theory of four flows, Jahn & Johansson explain how adaptive capacity in crisis communication is accomplished through self-structuring, activity coordination, and institutional positioning during a wildfire and contributed to enhancing resilience (Jahn & Johansson, 2018) .
Research on the practices of evaluation and measurement within strategic communication illustrates that measurements to large extent are related to communication objectives not organizational objectives (Watson, 2011 (Watson, , 2012 . A recent European study found that practitioners lack the necessary expertise to conduct reliable evaluation and measurement and concluded that communication measurement practices are still in a nascent stage (Zerfass et al., 2017) . The authors believe that robust methodological knowledge and application in organizations on communication evaluation is a critical factor for success.
Stakeholders' perceptions of communication practices and assessments
Interviews revealed that organizations lacked a systematic approach to how they should involve communication aspects and communication practitioners in different processes. But when communication practitioners took an active part in development and change processes, the efforts were perceived to be more focused on dialogue and participation, and stakeholders from the core operations then experienced great benefit from working with the communication practitioners. communication maturity: immature, emerging, established, and mature. The criteria for evaluating communication maturity levels are included in Appendix 3. Researchers first applied these criteria individually, and then compared and discussed differences in evaluations.
Findings illustrated that three of the organizations were suggested to have emerging communication maturity, seven organizations were proposed to be on maturity level 3 with established communication maturity, and one organization, organization K, was considered to be on level 4, with mature communication (see Fig. 1 ).
Distinguishing characteristics for the three organizations on level 2 with emerging communication maturity is that they either recently implemented major organizational changes or established a strategically oriented communication department. Two out of three do not have the communication executive as part of the senior management team.
The majority, seven out of the eleven organizations, were considered to be on level 3 with established communication maturity. One possible reason for this result is that the organizations who are willing to participate in a study like this are likely to be ambitious and therefore potentially relatively mature, but with the insight of development possibilities. However, a closer look at the characteristics of these organizations shows quite considerable differences between the organizations. This result suggests that the scope of level three might be too wide. This was also discussed and confirmed in the workshop with representatives from the organizations. The only organization on level 4 with mature communication has worked systematically with communication for a long time and made major organizational changes to professionalize the communication department to support and facilitate communication in the entire organization.
Communication understanding was the dimension where stakeholders valued communication most. In almost every organization, stakeholders seemed to have a mature understanding of communication and stated that communication is very important to the organization. Interview data revealed that stakeholders did not limit communication to transmission of messages, but had a more nuanced understanding of the complexities of communication.
The theoretical area of communication function was the dimension that showed the lowest levels of communication maturity in the organizations. The reason for this interpretation of the findings was that in several of the organizations, stakeholders perceived communication prerequisites after the workshop. We conclude that some aspects of communication remained invisible for these stakeholders, and argue that the ability to answer or relate to these issues also provides insight into the maturity levels of the organization.
Our second research question asked: how key stakeholders perceive the value of communication in their organizations. This study showed that key stakeholders had a less developed understanding of how communication creates value for the whole organization than top management, and their perceptions of their own responsibility for communication was not clear.
We conclude that the key stakeholders in the organizations represented in this study need more communicative competence and knowledge about what their own communication responsibility entails or about what the organization expects when it comes to communicative responsibility. Also, key stakeholders did not always know how to use communication for organizational development and change processes, but when they did so, they saw that the communication contributed good value.
Moreover, participating organizations did not appear to have the ability to formulate a clear mission for the communication professionals and the communication department: different stakeholders of the organization expressed different expectations regarding the communication department. As a result, we conclude that the ways in which an organization prioritizes communication is consequently dependent on the incumbent CEO and his or her personal view of communication value, which in turn affects the legitimacy of the communication professionals.
department of the organization. The CMI will show what dimensions need to be developed in order to enhance communication in the organization.
Limitations and future research
The CMI that we propose here is a first version and a roadmap towards developing a communication maturity index. This is an exploratory study that points out a direction for future studies where this perspective can be developed. The study relied on a literature review, interview data, and document analysis in eleven organizations, and the results are obviously limited to the participating stakeholders and organizations. So far, the study encompasses the first four phases of maturity index development (De Bruin et al., 2005) , and thus the next steps of development are to further expand the tests to ensure validity, reliability and generalizability, to deploy the CMI by making it available for use and establishing the generalizability as well as to maintain the use of the CMI to assess the relevance of the index.
In the next step of this project, a quantitative study of managers, co-workers and communication professionals will be conducted in order to further test if these theoretical areas are relevant to all members of an organization and to possibly generalize to other organizations.
We acknowledge that future developments of a CMI may find other theoretical areas relevant to include based on a constitutive communication perspective, such as for example organizational culture, including how new employees are socialized into the organization, or identification processes and the challenges of sustaining univocal identities in complex and multifaceted environments calling for flexibility and differentiated messages (Christensen & Cornelissen, 2011) .
Another limitation of this study is the qualitative evaluations of the organizations' communication maturity levels based on key stakeholders' perceptions. Future studies investigating communication maturity by including a representative sample of organizational members of an organization can possibly draw more accurate conclusions about the organization's maturity level.
In the future, when the CMI is further developed and tested on a larger scale in more organizations and based on a representative sample of all organizational members, the constitutive role of communication can be further investigated by comparing communication maturity with different key performance indicators (KPIs) of organizations, such as, for example quality or revenue, or to indexes in other fields such as sustainable development, innovation and change, customer satisfaction and employee engagement. (Johansson et al., 2014) C. Johansson, et al. Public Relations Review 45 (2019) 
Communication practices and assessments
Communication practices and assessments involve all members and situations in the organization. Communication is assessed in some areas or situations Communication is assessed in most areas or situations needed Communication is assessed with advanced output and impact measurements, and both qualitative and quantitative methods are used to assess the effects of internal and external communication. Internal communication is evaluated frequently. • What are the main tasks of the communications department in your organization based on your perspective? • How do you think the organization perceives the communication department's main job?
• Have the communication professionals sufficient understanding of the goals and challenges?
Communication organization
• How is the communication department organized in your organization?
• Do you think that this way of organizing works based on your needs?
Communication resources
• Do you think the communications department has a reasonable budget?
• Do you think there are enough people who work with communication?
Communication competence
• Is there a lack of communication skills in general in your organization? What is missing? What do you do too much of/ too little of?
• Do you think the communications department / communicators have the right skills?
• Are there any areas that you think that you need to develop in terms of communication?
• Communication Executives only: How do you keep up to date on new developments in the communications field?
Communication methods
• How do you measure and evaluate your communication work? Internally and externally.
• Tell us about a new organization or operations development project that your organization has gone through linked to communication. Describe how the process worked and when communications came into the picture and when an agent came into the process? What went well, what went less well, what would you have done differently?
